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Abstract 
Current trends of housing development and rapid enrolment change are impacting students’ daily life such as their 
housing comfort, convenience and safety. This research is undertaken to study the challenges faced by the NR 
students’ well-being with regards to off-campus living environment. This study requires a key informant interview 
survey with samples taken from active and prominent NR students and also the officers from the Division of Students 
Affairs, UiTM. Findings will show challenges faced by the NR students also the importance placed by the Students 
Affairs Division in ensuring that the comfort, convenience and safety of the students. 
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1. Introduction 
The past two decades have witnessed tremendous change in the higher education scenario in Malaysia. 
One of the changes observed is the acceleration towards mass education (Mohamed Khaled, 2010a). This 
demands the increase in learning spaces, residential facilities, recreational and other supporting facilities. 
Higher education has grown rapidly in the world that encourages governments to strengthen institutions 
of higher education to face the challenges that higher education can be competitive through the 
development of a rapid development of higher education institutions (Mohamed Khaled, 2010b). This 
development is not confined to universities alone but also involves the development of private colleges. 
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The Malaysia government has also embarked on the transformation of the institution of higher education 
(MOHE, 2007). With the rapid development of the higher education sector, university need to be 
equipped with conducive student housing in enhancing the students well-being. However, the emphasis 
had been on providing student housing for living on-campus while living off-campus had been neglected. 
In recent years, universities in Malaysia have increased in their awareness and commitment towards 
providing better services for student with regard to reconcile the student’s housing problem. In Malaysia, 
for example, there is a committee of the combination of 20 public institution of higher education in the 
secretariat of the Deputy Vice Chancellor of Students Affairs for public institution of higher education 
throughout Malaysia, to be known as University Housing Council of Malaysia (MAPUM). MAPUM is 
the body responsible for discussing the problems of students’ housing and services in Malaysian 
universities. New campus development monitored by MAPUM to preserve quality is produced and for the 
old campus is monitored in terms of maintenance to improve the quality with regard living on-campus 
environment (UniMAP, 2009). However, MAPUM’s priority is emphasizing the quality of university 
residential college. Knowledge of and commitment to the non-resident students’ well-being that are living 
off-campus has not reached all corners of university student affairs as well as MAPUM. Therefore, the 
challenges of off-campus students’ well-being on local neighbourhood area are crucial. 
Similarly to Universiti Teknologi MARA (UiTM) Shah Alam. As a main campus that received an 
increasing of students’ enrolment each year, this causes constraints on the student residential facilities. 
Many students in UiTM Shah Alam have to rent off-campus residential facilities on their own. In 
ensuring the welfare and safety of the non-resident students who stay off-campus, the college 
management has established a Non-Resident Management Unit (UPNR) to manage all the living 
environment matters connected with them. Off-campus living environment experienced by non-resident 
students in UiTM Shah Alam is currently facing huge challenges. Current trends of housing development 
and rapid enrolment change are impacting students’ daily life such as their housing comfort, convenience 
and safety. Numerous scholarly studies have highlighted student housing as an essential component of the 
facilities in assisting students to expand their intellectual capabilities and help to achieve the broader 
objectives such as social structure and responsible citizenship. On the other hand, student housing plays 
an important role in the academic support mission related to student affairs. 
Well-being factors taken into consideration are the comfort, convenience and safety of the NR students 
with respect to student’s living condition; student’s social activities; housing physical surrounding; and 
student’s community facilities. The indicators are based on the educational components of the university 
students’ life that made up of a large proportion of their daily life. The concern for university students 
living outside the campus is warranted. The challenges of living in housing and commercial buildings 
with problems related to noise, smell and safety are worrying. There problems disturb and distract the 
students from their main responsibility that is to their education. Some of these challenges will be 
discussed as they are experienced in the two different organizational contexts. Therefore, this paper will 
discuss the experiences on challenges faced by non-resident students living in the off-campus 
environment towards their well-being. 
2. Literature Review 
Well-being is a vague concept of numerous human proportions (Diener, Napa Scollon, & Lucas, 
2009). It can be implicit as a condition of health, happiness and prosperity. In a broad view, well-being is 
considered as living in a good life which individual satisfaction. According to University of Bath (2007), 
well-being is a situation of being with others, where human needs are met, where one can act 
meaningfully to pursue one's goals, and where one enjoys a satisfactory quality of life. On the other hand, 
well-being can be defined as an expression of life satisfaction, as an approach to influence the quality of 
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people and its society. These aspects include, for instance, health, family, work, the social network, and of 
course the living environment. 
The Malaysian government has realized the importance of well-being by establishing the strategic 
thrust that is building an environment that enhances Quality of Life (Economic Planning Unit, 2011). 
Indeed, strong and sustainable economic growth is unsatisfactory if the quality of life for all levels of 
society does not improve in tandem (Mohd. Najib, 2010). Furthermore, the Ministry Of Higher Education 
(MOHE) also has promised to provide a high quality and affordable standard of living in order to attract 
foreign student to study in Malaysia (Department of Higher Education, 2010). According to the 
aforementioned, these show that the government has embarked and move forward to improving the well-
being of students living environment. There is considerable evidence to show that ‘living environment’ 
matters when it comes to well-being concerns. Two of the most common ways to measure well-being are 
through objective measures: such as income; number of household; or educational attainment, and the use 
of subjective measures.  Subjective measures of well-being reveal what people say about their lives. It is 
based on individuals’ perception on whether they feel happy, satisfied, pleased and rewarded in their daily 
lives. It is not only about positive emotions, supported by Diener and Suh (1997), subjective wellbeing 
include negative emotions namely anger, guilt, fear, depression and sadness. The use of subjective 
indicators can give overall picture of how non-resident students experience living in the off-campus 
environment. This in turn, can inform decisions about service delivery and priorities should be provided 
to increase non-resident students’ well-being. 
Student housing plays an important role in the academic support mission related to student affairs 
(Ware & Miller, 1997). Clear evidence exist that student success and perseverance can be impacted by 
living environment factors. According to Baird (1978) and Feldman (1969), both of them demonstrate 
that the university as an ecosystem considers the environmental impact of the campus and its effect on 
university student behaviour. According to Nurul ‘Ulyani, Nor’ Aini, and Nazirah (2011), student housing 
and family housing have differences. Student housing encompasses of basic bedroom units with other 
shared facilities such as bathrooms, toilets, laundry, kitchens, common lounges and cafeterias located 
either per floor level, per block or for the whole student housing accommodation (Amole, 2009). On the 
opposite, the basic unit for family housing is a house which includes bedrooms, bathrooms, toilets and a 
living area all as part of the unit with other housing facilities such as playground, shops and school at the 
neighbourhood (Parkes, Kearns, & Atkinson, 2002). In addition, student housing offers limited security of 
ownership and freedom if compared to family housing. With respect this research, student housing and 
family housing are similar in certain aspect. Student housing consist two type of accommodation namely, 
living off-campus resident and living on-campus resident. Living off-campus is a student housing 
located or available outside the campus (Dictionary.com, 2011). By living off-campus, students are 
require to live in family housing like apartment, condominium, terrace, semi detached and detached 
house.  Non-Resident student is a term that used to describe a student that living off-campus. In term of 
this research, Non-Resident (NR) students are UiTM students who live outside the campus (NR 
Management Unit, 2010).                                                      
The responsible unit in managing non-resident student settlement is known as Non Resident 
Management Unit (UPNR). UPNR is a unit under Student Affairs Division (HEP). This unit normally 
will help non-resident students for searching houses around Shah Alam area. It is also helping non-
resident students’ welfare. UPNR had officially operated their services on the 4th of April 2006. This unit 
is lead by one Non-Resident Manager, assisted by two Non-Resident assistant manager, two general clerk 
and three office assistants. This unit reports directly to the Deputy Vice Chancellor of Student Affairs.  
Services provided by UPNR are: 
x Provision of housing database for non-resident students; 
x Preparing a rental and safety guideline; 
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x Assisting non-resident students to perform their programme, activities and community services; 
x Giving an approval on car sticker application; 
x Guide a meeting with Community Committee Members, Mosque committee and local authorities; 
x Carry out a visit to non-resident students rental housing; 
x Advisory for non-resident students who need help; 
x Becoming a middle person between student family, landlord as well as the university. 
There are some facilities offered to the non-resident students. The first facility is the Prima Siswa 
Complex that located inside the campus. Prima Siswa Complex has a lounge that is a great place to hang 
out while on campus. It includes a large screen television, day lockers, information racks, bulletin board, 
pool table, foosball, indoor games, prayer room and student activity room (Fig.1). The second facility is 
the UiTM Student Service Centre that located outside of the campus. This centre is located at Section 7 
Commercial Centre. It includes free internet surfing (wired and Wi-Fi), self service laundry and small 
lounge (Fig.2). 
 
Fig. 1. (a) Prima siswa complex building; (b) student lounge; (c) indoor game facilities: pool table and foosball 
 
Fig. 2. (a) UiTM Student Service Centre at commercial centre; (b) free internet surfing; (c) self service laundry 
3. Methodology 
This paper seeks to determine the challenges of off-campus living environment for non-resident 
students’ well-being in UiTM Shah Alam and to ascertain how these challenges are being formed. It 
draws on the findings of a pilot study which involved interview methods of studying with qualitative 
approach in data collection. The data collection method of the research is a key informant interview. The 
university students’ affairs officer is thought to be the important group who had guidance and advisory 
roles for shaping the student’s well-being. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct a pilot survey that takes 
into account not just perceptions of the students, but also their university students’ affairs officer. This 
kind of triangulation not only clarifies the same issues from two organizational contexts, but also cleared 
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how the perceptions of the officer encourage on the non-resident students’ well-being. The interviews are 
tape recorded and transcribed verbatim. The interviewing medium is in Malay. The researcher meets to 
examine some of the 6 transcripts to determine the main themes to be used to code the data. The main 
themes adapted from the technical literature of Quality of Life Indicators Matrix (Hafazah, 2008). The 
rich data are coded by using NVivo, a Computer Aided Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS) 
designed to aid the analyses of qualitative data. 
The coding of the resident students’ well-being living in off-campus environment is based on 
comprehension of each theme. All of these coding of the resident students’ well-being living in off-
campus environment were categorized using a living environment factor namely comfort, convenience, 
and safety. This is explained as follows: 
3.1.1. Students’ living condition: involves a living satisfaction and the ability to manage the student’s life 
within their spaces. Subsequently, among the factors coded in the transcript are categorized such as;  
x Comfort: “Not all houses fully-furnished. So student need to buy kitchenette, refrigerator others 
facilities. The solution who cannot afford to buy these items, they have to eat outside”, 
x Convenience: “Inconvenience because there is no space for me revision at home. Last semester, we 
have eight people in a house and just have three rooms only. This led no private space. Lying on the 
bed, do not feel great. Living room is there, but other housemates use to watch TV and I cannot focus 
my revision”, and  
x Safety: “Student’s houses often break-in by burglar. There is a lot of similar case. Maybe a criminal 
already knows that student has a laptop and others gadget. That’s why burglar often focused to student 
houses”. 
3.1.2. Students’ social activities: Programmes or activities by non-resident students that involve the local 
community and are able to create an interaction. Among the categories used are;  
x Comfort: “If you look at our home environment, there are three houses per level. So there is no 
interaction. Interaction was only with roommates and housemates”,  
x Convenience: “Neighbour is fine, but do not know all neighbours because the students always move in 
and out”, and  
x Safety: “If you want to go to parks, its long way because I have to cross a road. Dangers when meeting 
with a lot of vehicles”. 
3.1.3. Community facilities and services: The ability of the non-resident students to reach and use the 
community facilities and services provided. Among the categories used are;  
x Comfort: “A parking lot available per house. If eight residents in my house have a car, cause there is 
no place to park the vehicle”, 
x Convenience: “For students living here is easy because there are printing shop, grocery store and 
restaurant. It is sufficient enough. Class also not too far. Besides that, there are pedestrian walkways 
and underpasses”, and  
x Safety: “There was also a theft when parking outside the apartment area because not enough space for 
parking on the inside. Security guard said there are cases of broken windows of car”. 
3.1.4. Neighbourhood physical surrounding: The state of the neighbourhood physical surrounding that 
portrays a physical image. Among the items used were;  
x Comfort: “...smelly garbage, when the garbage are full and littered outside the garbage bin, the cleaner 
has just come to collect”, and 
x Convenience: “Quite dangerous when night falls, especially when the girls through a dark stairways”. 
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The factor again coded according to perception of satisfaction and dissatisfaction by respondents. 
4. Discussion and Analysis 
This pilot study involved equal number of respondent group that consist of six respondents from non-
resident students and student affairs’ officers. Four major themes emerge from interviews among the two 
respondent groups namely student’s living condition; neighbouring social activities; community facilities 
and services; and neighbourhood physical surrounding. Each theme has been categorized to three 
categories namely factor of comfort, convenience and safety. 
The huge concern being raised by the respondents is community facilities and services domain (refer 
Table 1 and Table 2). Community facilities and services is an essential thing to make up daily proportion 
life or students. The community facilities and services like, public transportation, parking space, sport 
complex for recreational activities is the most pressing problems facing by non-resident students. Despite 
Shah Alam as the city equipped by a good public transportation services, it’s still become a problem when 
peak hour as student go to and back from campus. The existing bus services provided by UiTM are not 
able to cater the needs of non-resident community living off-campus. On the other hand, overcrowding is 
one issue that has to be looked into the living environment of non-resident student. Student using the 
crowded spaces must have a considerate attitude especially when it comes to parking areas. Most 
respondent highlighted that convenience is an important factor in the community facilities and services 
domain. The location and distances of these facilities are also important aspects to consider by non-
resident students in order for it to be convenient for the non-resident students. 
The second highest off-campus living environment domain mentioned by respondent is students’ 
living condition. The most respondent highlighted that comfort is an important factor in the students’ 
living condition domain (refer Table 1 and Table 2). It shows non-resident students’ living condition were 
merely satisfactory. Satisfactory means the spaces were not comfort enough for studying and interaction 
amongst housemate and were only suitable for non-resident students for sleep. Besides that, the privacy 
for student often disrupted also inconvenience to invite others friend.  Student’s mentality is they don’t 
mind of convenience and safety factor as long as they have a shelter. In term of safety factor, students’ 
living condition remains unsecured. 
Students’ social activities domain is the third highest frequent mentioned by respondents. Even though 
the students mentioned frequency are slightly differences of student’s social activities and neighbourhood 
physical surroundings domain, but the officers tend to highlight the student’s social activities domain is 
important for non-resident students’ well-being rather than neighbourhood physical surrounding. The 
student and officer frequently mentioned convenience as a main factor for student’s social activities (refer 
Table 1 and Table 2).  
The least frequent mentioned by respondents is neighbourhood physical surroundings domain. 
Respondent seems not to discuss about this domain with assuming the physical surrounding of 
neighbourhood is good in term of urban design and spatial distribution. They may not concern about 
physical surrounding with assumption students living in neighbourhood only for temporary period until 
they finish their studies. It shows neighbourhood physical surrounding as though being isolated from non-
residents students’ daily life magnitude. 
Table 3 shows the summary of findings gathered from the several phases of coding. It indicates the 
perception on satisfaction as a basis to show challenges faced by non-resident student living in off-
campus environment. Nonetheless, there are others identified challenges facing by university students 
affair’s division in managing non-resident students as well as enhancing their well-being such as the 
changing students’ attitude, improving students’ socialization, controlling student housing rental rate and 
to balance the provision of facilities for on-campus and off-campus environment. 
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Table 1. Coding frequency of NR students in living experienced 
Off-campus living 
environment 
domain 
 Students’ Living 
Condition 
Students’ Social 
Activities 
Community Facilities 
& Services 
Neighbourhood Physical 
Surroundings 
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Respondent 1  2 2 - - - - 1 6 1 - - - 
Respondent 2  3 1 2 3 1 1 - 2 2 5 - - 
Respondent 3  2 - - - 1 - 4 4 - - - - 
Total  7 3 2 3 2 1 5 10 3 5 - - 
  12 6 18 5 
Note: the figure is base on coding frequency mentioned by students in transcript. The number shows how often respondent 
express their perception of off-campus living environment domain. 
Table 2. Coding frequency of NR officer in managing experienced 
Off-campus living 
environment 
domain 
 Students’ Living 
Condition 
Students’ Social 
Activities 
Community Facilities 
and Services 
Neighbourhood 
Physical Surroundings 
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Respondent 4  - - - - - - - 6 - 1 - - 
Respondent 5  2 - - 2 1 - 5 2 - - - - 
Respondent 6  2 1 - - 1 - 2 - - - - - 
Total  4 1 - 2 2 - 7 8 - 1 - - 
  5 4 15 1 
Note: the figure is base on coding frequency mentioned by officers in transcript. The number shows how often respondent 
express their perception of off-campus living environment domain. 
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Table 3. Summary of Qualitative Analysis Findings 
Off-Campus Living 
Environment for Non-
Resident Students’ Well-
Being  
Students’ Living 
Condition 
Students’ Social 
Activities 
Community Facilities 
and Services 
Neighbourhood Physical 
Surroundings 
Perceptions on satisfaction Nearby campus 
 
Collaborative 
together with 
residents 
Many friends to 
hang out 
Active associations 
Near to many 
facilities 
Strategic location of 
accommodation 
Good urban design and 
spatial distribution 
Perception on 
dissatisfaction 
Limited space for 
study 
Size of rooms 
House to small to 
invite friends come 
over to do assignment 
Expensive rental rate 
Limited financial 
support 
Limited home 
furniture 
Safety of household 
belonging 
Immoral 
Behaviour 
Noisy and loud 
neighbours 
Theft of 
motorcycles 
Unfriendly 
neighbours 
Lack of sense of 
belonging 
No interaction 
with neighbours 
 
Small recreational 
facilities 
Lack of parking 
space 
Need to pay for use 
of facility 
No free internet 
access for student 
Lack of public 
transport 
Inaccessible services 
e.g. Public transport 
 
Noise from commercial 
activities e.g. workshop 
Unpleasant odour from 
restaurant, workshop 
Bad visual image of flat 
cause by hanging clothes 
at window 
Bad smell from rubbish 
bins 
5. Conclusion and Recommendation 
The pilot study is intended to measures the non-resident student well-being living in off-campus 
environment before the actual study is conducted. The present study has revealed some interesting views 
from non-resident student and the officer of university student’s affairs division. These views are likely to 
be informative for all university stakeholders, as these findings will create discussion about the challenges 
that impact on these students’ well-being that living in off-campus environment. The subsequent 
discussion is organised according to the relevance to these various stakeholders, namely local authority, 
university students’ affairs division, non-resident management unit and non-resident students itself. The 
dilemma to measure students’ well-being is normally using the living on-campus as a basis. There is no 
standard or indicator to measure students’ well-being with regard living off-campus. 
In general, it was discovered that the use of a key informant interview managed to identify the 
perception and reaction of the respondents towards non-resident students’ well-being. It also helped the 
researcher to understand the social phenomena of non-resident student living in off-campus environment 
that incorporate who feel the way they do, and where, when and how. Such detailed clearly cannot be 
carried out by using numbers, percentages and statistic. 
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